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Record No. 2710 
In the 
Suprerne Court of Appeals of Virginia 
at Richmond 
RICHMOND-PETERSBURG FREIGHT LINES, 
INC., 
v. 
CITY OF RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 
FROM THE Il tT S'l'I NGS COURT 0 1'' THE CITY OF RICHMOND. 
RTT,E 14. 
~;5. l'\lTMUER 01,· Cor>1 1,:s TO nR Ji, rr,En AND Din,rvr,;REn To Orr>os-
nrn CouNSEL. 'l\ \' crn ty copie~ of' cnch hri cf slw11 1,c filed w ith 
1hc elcrk of the c·onr t, and a t IPn ;..; t hrn copies mailed or dc-
li\·crctl to oppo:--: i ng eo1111;..;cl on or lwforc the cla>- on which the· 
ln·ief is fi led. 
• Ci. S rzr-: .\.cm T YPI·'.. B riefs slrnl l he nine inchrs in lrngth nrnl 
six inc: h~s ill wicl th, so a~ to ('Ol1f'on11 in cl i11wnsio11s to tll c 
p 1·i111rcl l'Pcor,l, and slinll b0 pri1 it c<l iu typ0 not le:c;s in siz0, 
nR to hci~·]it a]l(l wi clt1 1, tlrnn t ile i>'P<' in ·wliic· lt lite recorcl is 
1wi11tc•,l . 'I'hc l'<' c•ord nmnlicr nf' t lH• case a11cl 11a1110s of c·onn-
sc•l ::: ha11 he pri nt ccl on 1hc front <' nn r of nll l ,r i t, f,.: . 
~f. B. '\YA'l" l'R, ('Jerk. 
Court opens at 9 :30 a. m. ; Adjourns at 1 :00 p. m. 
RULE 14.-BRIEFS 
1. Form and con t en ts of appella n t's brief. The open ing br ief o f t he appellant ( o r 
t he pet it ion for ap p C'al w hen adop ted as the . opening b rief) s ha11 cont1.1i 11 : 
(a) A ~uhject inc!P.x and tab le , ,f c itations wi th cases a lp hahc t ic:ally arr:111gcd. 
Cita:i,111 s o f Vi rginia rasc~ must r cfr r ti-, the V irg inia Rcports and . in addition, may 
r cit:r io nth<·r ;·cpons <'onta;ning ~uch r ases. · 
(h) i\ brie f statement of th.e mah' rial proceedings in the lower court, th e e r rn1., 
assigned. :ind t he questiuns inYolvccl in the appeal. 
(c) A clear and conci~c sta tc111cnt of the fac t~, with refe r e nces to t he pages o f 
th e record where thecrc is a n y poss il)l lity t hat the o t her s ide may que~ tion the s ta te-
m e n t. \ Vhere the fac ts ;ire co nlJ"O\'Crlcd it shou ld be so s ta ted . 
(d) :\ rgument in i:.upport of the posit ion o f appe ll:1111. 
The brief shall be .,igncd by at ll'as t on e attorney practici ng in this court, g iving 
h is ad <l re~,. 
The appdlan l may ;alop l the pd itio11 for appea l a,; his opening br id by so s tating-
in th e petition, o r hy g iving to o pposing coun~d w r itten notice of ~uch iment ion 
wi th in fi \·c clays of th e recci f) t by app<'l lan l o f th e pr inted record. mHI by ti l in g a 
copy o f s ur h notice w ith the ckrk of t ht• co ur t. K o alle~l'ci e r r o r not spec ified in 1hc 
op~n in.rr brie f or pctitit,n ior appl'al :-hall b(! a dmi t ted as a g ro t1nrl fo r argum ent by 
app<·llan t 0 11 the heari n ~ of th e catb<'. 
2. Form and con k n ts cf appellee's brief. T he brid fo r the ap;>(!lkc "hall con lain: 
fa) .\ ~ut _i,,ci i1 d," an d a bk r,f l"i· a •io11s with i:aS<'$ alphab<:t kally arrnng-t' rl. 
Cita tion s t•f \ · ir; i111a cas ,;~ mu~t n ·fl'r to t he \'irg inia Rq1ort~ and. i11 addit ion, may 
J"\.·il·r ! t i o:h ... ~r rept,rt~ containing ~:ucll ra:-;.es . 
( Ii ) ,\ sta tem ent of lh t' case a nd nf the poin ts in vol ved, if t he appe llcc <li,agn 'cs 
with th <· stakm C'n t n f a ppl'lla n t. 
(c) . \ statcnwnt of the facts wh ich arc n cccssarr tCI correct o r a m pl ify the statl'-
m cnt in appdlant's hril'f in so fa r a~ it i~ d eemed er roneous o r inackquak, w ith ap-
prnpriat,· rdcrenn• to ilw page.; oi the r<·co r cl. 
(,!) . \ rgument in ~upport oi the p o ,ition of appdl,!t'. 
The· b rief shall he s i;.: n cd by at h-;is t Onl' a l !Ornl'r practicing in th is court, givi ng 
h is address. 
3. Reply brief. Tiu• reply br id (if nny) of the appdla n l sh a ll con ta in a ll the a 11-
thori(its rdkd on b y him, not r c:fcrrcd tn in his pet ition o r opening- br ief. In o t he r 
n ·~Pl'cls it shall conform to the rt·q11ir<·m c11t, ior appclll-<:'~ brief. 
4. T ime of fil ing . (a) Ci !'i l c11Rcs. The opening- brief of the appC' lla n t ( if there b e 
one in addition to the petit ion for appca l) shall be lill'd in t he cle rk's office within 
fii tcui rlays a fte r the n·n:ipt by co11 11 ,- <" l for appe lla n t of the p rin tl'd r ecord, bu t in n o 
ev ent less than twenty- five days bdnn: the fir,t <lay o f the sess iC'ln a t w h ich the case 
is to ht· hea rd. The br id of the appdlce s ha ll he fi l<- <l in the ck rk's o Oicc n o t la t<' r 
t!•an k n days bcfon: thl' fi rs t dav c,f th<' scs~ion a( wh ich th l' Ca,<c is lo be h eard. T h e 
r eply hr id ·of the appdlant shail h e ti lr:d in the ckrk's o ffi ce 1101 later tha n the cb y 
I hl'forc t he fir~l clay of the s.cs~ion a t w hirh tlw case i~ to be h earrl. 
(h) Ur i 1ninr1l ( 'nsi;s. In criminal ca~<·s brie f;; m t1,t be fi le r! w ith in thr t ime , pccified 
in c:h·il ra,es ; pro1·id<'1l. however, thaL in those cast:s in which the r C'rords hal' c not 
beC' ll print ed a nd d l'lin·red 1o r o unsc l at least t w1 n ty-fi\'t' day;; hcfor,· t he b eginnin~ 
o f th C' m ·x t sessi<.,n n f the· cou rt. s ur h ca~,'s ~h:tll he pl.tc~rl a.t the fo,)t or the cloc·kl'! 
for tha t sc!>sion of t he, ('Ourt , and lhc· C1)11111to 11wcalth 's h ricf shall be fi led a l lea ~t te n 
cla y,; p r ior to the calling- of the ens ,·, and the 1·eply br id fM the p la in li!T in e r ror no t 
la t.-r tha n th e rlay bd ore lh<' r.:ts<, is ra llc:d. 
(c) i,/i1111/11lin11 of ,·oumwl 1H to fili1 1r1. Cnun ~e l for oppo~ing- p;i r ties may fil e wit h 
he r l\'l'k a wrilt('n stip11la ti011 c l:a11g i11 g- the t ime for fi ling- hrid , in any case ; p rn-
Yickd. however, thn t a ll briefs m11,;1 he fikd not latfr th a 11 t he clay before s uch ease 
is to be h <'ard. 
5. Numbe r of cop ies to be filed and delivered lo opposing counsel. TwC'nly copi<'<: 
of rach hricf . ha ll he, fikcl with the c le rk oi the cou rt. an rl at least I wo copies ma il.:<! 
o r cklinT<' <l to opposing r o unscl 011 o r bdo r c the clay on which th e hri,·f is filed . 
6. Size and T y r,c. Hric·i~ , ha ll ho:: n i1,c• inches in lcn'"th and six inches in w idth . so 
a, to ,nnfnrm in cli111<,11 ~in11 , to the print<·d record. a nd s hal l be p rin ted in ty[lc not h·ss 
in s iz<'. as tn ltei~ht a nd width . t han t!w type in wh ic h t l1e r ecord is p rin ted. Th,, 
n ,corcl numbe r of th e cnsc und na nw s o f co unse l s ha ll hr prin ted on the fro nt cove r o f 
:i ll h r iC'f~. 
7. N o n -compliance, e ffect of. The rkrk o f !hi,; cnur f is dir ected n o t to r ccC'ive or 
fi le ;i hri d whi<'h fai l., to com11ly \\'ith th<.' r c<iuir1.:t11c11ts of t his rule. ff nei ther ~ide 
h a <: fi led a pr0pc r brief the cau,c will not br b eard. If o n e of thr pnr.i<' , fa il <: to file 
a p ropl'r br ief he ,a11 not be h eard. J,111 tht' <'asc wi ll Ii,, h l:a rd r,1· J)(i r t r upon the argti-
m cnt of the party by whom the hricf has he<'n fil ecl. 
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IN THE 
Supreme Court of Appeals of . Virginia 
AT.RICHMOND. 
Record No. 2710 
RICHMOND-PETERSBURG FREIGHT LINES, INC., 
Plaintiff in Error, 
versus 
CITY OF RICHMOND, VIRGINIA, Defendant in Error. 
PETITION FOR A WRIT OF ERROR .&ND 
SUP ERSEDE . ..4.8. . 
To the Honorable ,Justices of the Bitpreme Coitrt of Appeals 
of Virginia: 
Your petitioner, Richmond-Petersburg Freight Lines, Inc., 
a corporation organized and existing pursuant to the laws of 
the State of Virginia, with its principal office located in the 
City of Richmond, respectfully represents that the judgment 
of the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, 
entered on the 16th day of November, 1942, convicting the 
Richmond-Petersburg Freight Lines, Inc., of the offense of 
operating· two certain motor vehicles or trucks upon the 
streets of the City of Richmond without having first pro-
cured Richmond City license plates for said trucks, is er-
rone·ous. The transcript of the record of the proceedings in 
this cause and of the judgment herein is herewith exhibited. 
Your petitioner repr:esents that it js aggriev~d by the said · 
judgment in the f o11owing particulars, namely: · 
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ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR. 
2'*' *The trial court erred in its ruling and judgment set 
forth in the order of November 16, 1942, whereby the 
plaintiff in error was found g·uilty and fined for failure to pay 
a license tax to the City of Richmond upon two trucks op-
erated by it May 22, 1942, on the City streets for the reason 
that the' plaintiff in error is a common carrier of property 
by motor vehicle and said trucks were used exclusively in 
connection with its common carrier business and, therefore, 
under the law, were not subject to the City of Richmond li-
cense tax. 
F·ACTS. 
No dispute exists as to the facts in the case, which sub-
stantially are as follows: The Richmond-Petersburg Freight 
Lines, Inc., a Virginia corporation with its principal office 
located in the City of Richmond, operated exclusively under 
certificates of convenience and necessity from both the Vir-
ginia State Corporation Commission and the Interstate Com-
merce Commission as a common carrier of property by mo-
tor vehicle, both in intrastate and in interstate commerce. 
The two trucks in question, the basis for this criminal prose-
cution, are operated in connection with the Company's com- • 
mon carrier business, and for the year 1942 were duly licensed 
by the Commonwealth of Virgfoia and equipped with '' X'' 
license plates, that being the type of license plate issued by 
the Commonwealth to common carriers of property for use 
on vehicles kept within the State. · 
3* *The Richmond-Petersburg Freig·ht Lines, Inc:, oper-
ates chiefly between the Cities of Richmond and Peters-
burg, Virginia, transporting freight partly in intrastate com-
merce, and partly through interchange of freight with .other 
common carriers in inters.tate commerce; and maintains an 
office and freig·ht terminal in both the City of Richmond and 
the City of Petersburg·, both used in the usual routine collec-
tion and shipment of freight incident to tl1e common carrier 
business. On May 22, 1942, the two trucks in question, one 
bMring· Virginia State license plates X-86. and the other X-90, 
were found in the course of business operating upon the 
streets of the City of Richmond, and thereupon on July 10, 
1942, a criminal warrant was issued by C. E. Jewett, Police 
~Justice, ag·ainst the Richmond-Petersburg· Freight Lines, 
Inc., chargin~ the operation of two trucks without having 
first procured proper City license therefor as required by 
Chapter 10, Richmond City Code of 1937. Upon this war-
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rant, plaintiff· in error was tried before C. E. Jewett, Police 
Justice, on October 30, 1942, was convicted, and appealed to 
the Hustings. Court. On November 16, 1942, the case w3:s 
heard on appeal by the Hustings Court, w~ich found the de-
fendant guilty and imposed a fine of $15.00 and costs. The 
ordinance under which the City proceeded being· Section 52, 
Chapter 10, Richmond City Code of 1937, and which reads as 
follo,*~ ~ -
" 52. lUTOl\fOBILES-Automobile Trucks, Trailer, Semi-
Trailers and Auto-Wagons.-(a) Every automobile truck, 
trailer, semi-trailer and auto-wagon operated on the streets 
of the city of Richmond shall be licensed and there shall be 
paid for said license a license tax as follows: 
For each automobile truck, trailer, semi-trailer and 
auto-wagon of not more than one ton capacity .. $10.00 
4* *For each automobile truck, trailer, semi-trailer 
and auto-wagon of more than one ton capacity 
· and less than three tons capacity .................. $15.00 
For each automobile truck, trailer, semi-trailer and 
auto-wagon of three tons capacity and not more than 
five tons capacity ............................... $25.00 
For each automobile truck, trailer, semi-trailer and 
auto-wagon of more than five tons capacity $10.00 
for each ton or fraction thereof in excess of five. 
'' (b) Nothing in this section shall be construed to require 
the payment of a license tax on automobile· trucks, trailers, 
semi-trailers and auto-wagons exclusively employed in trans-
porting- fuel, provisions, manure, or other thing·s to be used 
only at the owner's farm or dwelling; nor to persons, firms 
or corporations -who do not actually reside or have a place 
of business in the city of Richmond and who do not use said · 
vehicles in the conduct of their business in the city of Rich-
mond; nor to persons, firms or corporations engaged in the 
baggage, freight, express, transfer 01· pa.reel delivery busi-
. ness in the City of Richmond for which a license is required 
elsewhere in this chapter." 
ARGUMENT. 
The question presented here is whetl1er the City of Rich-
mond bad the legal right during the year 1942 to impose a 
license tax upon motor vehicles operated upon its streets by 
,common carriers of property in the course of their usual busi-
ness as such. 
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Tlie position taken by the City· is that under its inherent 
power of taxation, the same, in this respect, not being lim-
ited either by Federal or State Constitutions or by either 
Federal or State statutes, the application of its license tax 
to the vehicles of common carriers is proper. 
The position taken by the plaintiff in error is that the City 
does not have the inherent right to impose a license tax 
~* upon *commercial motor vehicles, but in so doing must 
follow the legislative mandates of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, and that according to the State statutes governing 
the subject, the City of Richmond and all other incorporated 
towns and cities of the Commonwealth were prohibited from 
imposing a 1942- license tax upon motor vehicles operated by 
common carriers. 
GENERAL POWER OF CITY TO IMPOSE LICENSE 
TAX ON MOTOR VEHICLES. 
That tlie City does not have the inherent power, under its 
general power of taxation, to impose a license tax upon motor 
vehicles, but in applying such tax is governed by the State 
statutes covering the subject, was . decided in the case of the 
City of J!o1·tsniouth v. Miller, Rhoads <t Swartz, Inc., decided 
March 20, 1924, and reported in 138 Virginia, page 823; 121 
S. E. 891. In that case, defining a ·City's power to impose 
license tax on motor vehicles, the Court said ( at page 826) : 
'' This Power, however, is derivative, not inherent, and de-
pends upon legislative sanction. The General Assembly, 
which conferred the power, may at any time limit, revoke, 
or withhold it. 
"(2) The defense is based upon Code, C. 90, Motor Ve-
hicles, which is a general statute, manifestly intended to 
cover the whole subject of regulating the operation of auto-
mobiles upon all public highways of the commonwealth, and 
the imposing of state and local licenses therefor. General 
powers of taxation vested by cha rtcr in municipalities, whicl1 
are in conflict with this g·eneral statute, are thereby limited 
and modified. Code 2152 which is part of this general regu-
latory statute, is decisive of this case. It relates specifically 
to local and municipal taxes and reads: 
6* "Where License Tax is Payable-Any person, *firm, 
association or corporation, licensed under this chapter, 
may be required to pay a license tax in the city, town or 
county in which such machine is, or in which such garage is 
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located, but in no case shall any person be required to pay a 
license tax in more than one city or county. '' 
'' Other sections of the statute impose state license taxes 
upon automobiles and prescribe the conditions upon which 
they may be operated in the state, while this section thereof 
permits the imposition of an additional local license 'by the 
city, town or county. in which such machine is', but limits the 
number of such local licenses to one for each machine. That 
which is so obvious needs no demonstration.'' 
This being true, it remains to determine whether the City · 
of Richmond, in the present case, possessed the right, under 
the State laws, to impose the tax. 
STATE STATUTES ON THE SUBJECT. 
The State statute referred to in the case of the City of 
Portsmoitth v. Miller, Rhoads db Swartz, Inc., together with 
other State statutes Qn the subject, were by the General .As-
sembly of Virginia, in 1932, gathered together, amended, and 
re-enac.ted into one statute, since known as the Motor Ve-
hicle Code of Virginia. One section of this statute, Section 
35 of the Motor Vehicle Code, contains the sole provision of 
this statute relating to the licensing- of motor vehicles. As 
this section stood for the year 1942, sub-sections (a), (b), 
· ( c) and ( d) dealt with the registration and licensing of pri-
vate automobiles and privately owned and operated trucks, 
trailers, and semi-trailers. Subsection ( e) covers th~ licens-
ing of vehicles used by automobile dealers, manufacturers, 
or ag·ents. 
7°fr «<Subsections (f}, (g)., (g) 1, (h) and (i) covers the 
licensing· of motor vehicles operated for compensation 
brought within the purview of this statute. 
Subsection (j) granted authority to incorporated towns 
and cities to impose license fees and taxes. 
The last paragraph of subsection (n), which is also the 
last paragraph of the section, reiterates similar provisions 
found in subsections (f) and (g), that none of the provisions 
of Section 35 shall apply to ~ common carrier by motor ve-
hicle of either passengers or property, '' sitch carriers being 
otherwi.~e taxed by law". Section 35 of the Motor Vehicle 
Code of Virginia, as amended by the Acts of 1940 ( see Chap-
ter 336 at page 559, Acts of 1940), and Acts prior thereto, 
reads as follows: 
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''Section 35. Reg·istration fees.-On and after the fifteenth 
day of March, nineteen hundred and thirty-four, there shall 
be paid to the division for the registration of motor vehicles, 
trailers and semi-trailers, fees according to the following. 
schedule: 
I 
' ' (a) The fee for certificate of title shall be one ($1.00) 
dollar. 
"(b) All motor vehicles, trailers, and semi-trailers de-
signed and used for the transportation of passengers shall 
be licensed according to weight and manufacturer's shipping· 
weight shall be used in determining the license fees herein 
prescribed. Except as hereinafter provided, the fee for the 
certificate of registration and license plates to be paid by 
the owner of the motor vehicle shall be seventy cents per 
hundrd pounds of weig·ht or major fraction thereof; provided 
that no fee for an automobile shall be less than eig·ht ($8.00) 
dollars per year, and no fee for a motorcycle shall he less 
than three ($3.00) dollars per year and two ($2.00) dollars 
additional for each side car; provided, however, the fee for 
the certificate of registration and licerise plates to be paid 
by the owner of any private motor vehicle ( other than a mo-
torcycle) designed and used for the transportation of passen-
g·ers, but not kept or used for rent or hire for the transpor-
tation of passengers, nor as a motor carrier under a certifi-
cate or a permit issued by the State Corporation Commission, 
nor as a motor carrier wllich should secure such a cer-
g«< tificate or *permit, shall be forty cents per hu:ndred 
pounds of weight, or major fraction thereof. 
'' (c) The fee for the certificate of registration and license 
plates to be paid by the owners of trucks and tractor-trucks 
other than common carriers· operating- under authority of the 
State Corporation Commission sT1all be based on the capacity 
of such trucks or tractor-truck and shall be according· to the 
following schedule: One (1) ton or less capacity, fifteen 
($15.00) dollars; one and one-half (1%) ton capacity, twenty 
($20.00) dollars; two (2) ton capacity, thirty ($30.00) dol-
lars; two and one-half (211) ton capacity, fifty ($50.00) dol-
lars; three (3) ton capacity, seventy-five ($75.00) dollars; 
three and one-half (31h) ton capacity, one hundred ($100.00) 
dollars; four ( 4) ton capacity, one hundred and fifty ($150.00) 
dollars; four and one-half ( 41,4) ton capacity, two hundred 
($200.00) dollars; five (5) ton capacity, two hundred and 
fifty ($250.00) dollars; five and one-half (5·%) ton capacity, 
three hundred ($300.00) dollars; six (6) ton capacity, three 
hundred and fifty ($350.00) dollars; six and one-l1alf (61h) 
ton capacity, four hundred and fifty ($450.00) dollars; seven 
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(7) ton capacity, five· hundred and fifty ($550.00} dollars; 
, seven and one-half (71h) ton capacity, six hundi:ed and fiffly. 
($650.00) dollars; eight (8) ton capacity, seven: hundred and! 
fifty ($750.00) dollars; eig·ht and one-half (8%) ton capacity, 
eig·ht hundred and fifty ($850.00) dollars; nine (9) ton ca-
pacity, nine hundred and fifty ($950.00) dollars; nine and 
one-half (9t1h} ton capacity, one thousand and fifty ($1,050.00} 
dollars; ten (10) ton capacity, eleven hundred and fifty 
($1,150.00) dollars. 
'' ( d) The owners of trailers and semi-trailers other than 
those provided in subsection (b) of this section, shall pay 
for the certificate of registration and license plates therefor 
one-half {1h) of the fee provided for in subsection (c) for 
trucks of like capacity; except on one or two wheel trailer: 
with body length of not more than six feet, width not to ex-
ceed width of car, maximum capacity not to exceed one thou-
sand (1,000) pounds, to be attached to applicant's own au-
tomobile and not to be used for ~arrying produce, freight or 
property for other than the owner, the license plate therefor 
to be three dollars and fifty cents ($3.50). · 
'' ( e) Every manufacturer, agent or dealer in motor . ve-
hicles, trailers and semi-trailers, on or before the *first 
g• day of April in each year, or before he commences to op-
erate vehicles to be sold by him, shall make application 
to the director for a dealer'·s certificate of registration and 
license. The application shall state the make of the machines 
handled by the manufacturer, agent or dealer. ,On the pay-
ment of the fee of thirty-five dollars a certificate of registra-
tion and license sl1all be issued to the dealer in such form as 
may be prescribed by the director. For such fee the director 
shall issue to such dealer two ( 2) sets of number plates, and 
for each additional set in excess of two (2) a fee of seven 
dollars and fifty cents ($7.50) per set shall be paid; pro., 
vided the fee for a motorcycle dealer shall be fifteen ($15-.00) · 
dollars for the first three (3) sets of plates and four ($4.00) 
dollars for each additional set of plates, but if the applica-
tion of such manufacturer, agent, or dealer in motor vehicles, 
as herein provided, be made after the first day of December 
of any year, then the amount or amounts he shall be required 
to pay for the certificate of registra:tion and license, provided 
for l1ereunder shall pe half, only, of the fee herein pre~ 
scribed. . . · 
"It shall be unlawful for any such manufacturer, dealer, 
agent, or any other person to use such number plates other 
than on motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers used in con-
nection with their business; provided that dealer's tags shalJ 
not be used on motor vehicles for the use or operation of 
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which dealers charge or receive compensation, such as wreck-
ing cranes or other service motor vehicles, and any viohition 
of this section shall be punished by a fine of not less than 
twenty-five ($25.00) dollars, and not more than one hundred 
($100.00) dollars. 
"(f) For the operation of each motor vehicle, trailer, semi-
trailer operated by a property carrier for compensation, or 
by a contract carrier by motor vehicle of property, w4ich op-
erates, or which should operate, under a permit issued "by 
the State Corporation Commission as provided by law, or 
by a contract carrier by motor vehicle of property, which 
operates, or which should operate, under a permit issued by 
the Intestate Commerce Commission as provided by law, bitt 
not by a common ca.rrier by motnr 1.,chicle of property or a 
restricted co11nnon carrier· by. niotor vehicle of property, 
which operates, or which should operate, under a certificate 
issued by the State Corvoration C01nmission as provided by 
law, nor by a common carrier by niotor vehicle of vroperty, 
which overates, or which should operate, under a certificate 
issited by. the Interstate C01nmerce Comniission as pro-
10* vided by law, there shall *be paid a fee which shall be 
one and one-half times the amount of the fees as pro-
vided in subsections ( c) and ( d) of this section. Any per-
son who shall operate, or who shall permit the operation of 
any motor vehicle, trailer, or semi-trailer over any high-
way (as that word is defined in this act) of this State, as a 
property carrier for compensation, or as a contract carrier 
by motor vehicle of property, which operates, or which should 
operate, under a permit issued by the State Corporation Com-
mission as provided by law, or as a contract carrier by mo-
tor vehicle of property which operates, or which should op-
erate, under a permit issued by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission as provided by law, but not as a common carrier 
b11 motor vehicle of property, or a restricted com1non car-
rier by motor vehicfo of property which operates, or which 
should operate, imder a certific11.te i.c;sued by the State Cor-
poration Commission as vro1.:,ided by law, nor as a common 
carrier by motor vehicle of property, which operates, or which 
should operate, '1,1,nder a certificate issiied by the lnterstat'e 
Commerce Commission as pro·vided by la.w, without first hav-
ing paid to the director the fee prescribed by this subsection 
shall be g·uilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be punished by a fine of not less than fifty ($50.00) 
dollars nor more than five hundred ($500.00) dollars, or by 
imprisonment in jail for a period not to exceed six months or. 
bv both such fine and imprisonment. 
·· ' ' The cargo transported on any . truck licensed nnder the 
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provisions of subsections ( c) or ( f) of this section shall not 
exceed iu weight a weight equal to two and six-tenths times 
the ca:pacity for which such truck was licensed; nor shall the 
carg·o transported on any trailer licensed under the provisions 
of subsections (d) or (f) of this section exceed in weight a 
weig·ht equal to one and three-quarter times the capacity for 
which such trailer was licensed; nor shall the cargo trans-
ported on any tractor-truck licensed under the provisions of 
subsections (c) or (f) of this section, and semi-trailer li-
censed under the provisions of subsections ( d) or (f) of this 
section, e*ceed in weight a weight equal to two and six-
tenths · times the capacity for which such tr-act~r-truck was 
licensed plus ·one and three-quarters times the capacity for 
which such semi-trailer was licensed~ 
".Any person, firm or corporation, or the agent or servant 
of ahy person, firm or corporation violating· the provisions 
of the next preceding paragraph shall be guilty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction fined not less than five dollars 
nor more than one hundred dollars; provided, however, that 
such person, firm, or corporation or the agent or servant 
thereof shall not be convicted if, through accident or 
11 *. inadvertence, the *authorized weig·ht is exceeded by no 
more than five per centum. 
"In no event shall any truck, tractor-truck, trailer or semi-
trailer be licensed for a capacity less than the manufacturer's 
rated carrying capacity thereof; but au owner may license 
any truck, tractor-truck, trailer or semi-trailer for a capacity 
in excess of the manufacturer's rated carrying capacity 
thereof; provided, however, that no truck, tra-0tor-truck, 
trailer or semi-trailer shall be licensed for a capacity in ex-
cess of twice tl1e manufacturer's rated carrying capacity. 
"The presence on a motor truck, tractor-truck, trailer or 
semi-trailer of property for which the owner or operator of 
such motor truck, tractor-truck, trailer or semi-trailer is un-
able to show evidence of ownership of such property, or in-
direct evidence of having produced same, or that he bas sold 
same in the regular course of his usual business, shall be 
tJrima facie evidence that he is transporting such property 
for compensation. 
'' The director may issue appropriately designated tags for 
property carrying vehicles to applicants holding themselves 
out for private employment as a property carrier for com-
pensation; and shall issue appropriately designated tags to 
applicants who operate as a contract carrier by motor ve-
hicle of property under a permit issued by the State Corpora-
tion Commission as provided by law, and to applicants who 
operate as a contract carrier by motor vehicle of property 
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under a permit issued by the Interstate -Commerce Commis-
sion as provided by law. 
"The director may issue appropriately designated tags for 
passeng·er carrying· vehicles to applicants who keep or use 
such vehicles for rent or hire for the transportation of passen-
gers for private trips; and shall issue appropriately des~g-
nated ta.gs to applicants who operate as a contract carrier 
by motor vehicle of passengers under a permit issued by the 
State Corporation Commission as provided by law, and to 
applicants who operate as a contract carrici· by motor ve-
hicle of passengers under a permit issued by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission as provided by law. · 
"(g) For ·the operation of each motor vehicle, trailer or 
semi-trailer. kept or used for 1·ent or hire for the transpor-
tation of passengers, or operated by a contract carrier by 
motor vehicle of passengers, which operates, or which 
12* should operate, under a permit issued *by the State 
Corporation Commission as ·provided by law, or op-
erated by a contract carrier by motor vehicle of passengers; 
which operates, or which should operate, under a permit is-
sued by the Interstate Commerce Commission as provided 
by law, but not by a comm.on carrier by 1notor vehicle of pas-
sengers or a restricted common carrier by motor vehicle of 
passengers, which operates, or 1which should operate, under 
a certificate issued by the State Corporation Comm,ission as 
provided by law, nor by a co1nmon. carrier by motor 'lJehicle 
of passengers, which operates or il'hich _shoitld operate, u.nder 
a certificate iss'll,ed b;l/ the Interstate Com,merce Com11iission 
as provided by law, there shall be paid in addition to the 
fees provided in subsection (b) of this section the sum of 
five ($5.00) dollars for each revenue producing· seat; pro-
vided that persons who operate as a common carrier by mo-
tor vehicle of passengers or a restricted common carrier by. 
motor vehicle of passengers, who operate under a certificate 
issued by the State Corporation Commission, and persons 
who operate as a common carrier by motor vehicle of passen-
gers, who operate under a certificate issued by Interstate 
Commerce Commission, may use any of their regularly li-
censed vehicles, of a seating capacity of more than twelve 
for infrequent trips, for the transportation of special par-
ties, either on or off their regular routes, upon the written 
permission of the Director of the Division of Motor Vehicles,. 
and upon the payment to the director of a fee of five ($5.00) 
dollars for each such trip, for each vel1icle so employed; pro-
vided further, that any such trip shall be made in accord-
ance with such reasonable rules and regulations prescribed 
b-y tlrn- State, Corporation Commission as. may elsewhere be 
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provided for by law. E.very person, engaged·,. in hiring or· 
renting· motor vehicles in this paragraph·mentioned, and every.·. 
contract carrier by motor vehicle of passengers, who op-
erates, or who· should operate; under a permit issued by the-
State Corporation Commission as provided by law,· and· 
every contract carrier by motor vehicle of passeng·ers, who 
operates, or who should operate under a permit issued. by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission as provided by law, 
shall furnish to the director, whenever required so to. do, a 
list of motor· vehicles used or employed in such business, 
and with such description thereof when and as may be re-
quired by the said director. Any person who- shall operate, 
or who shall permit the operation of ahy motor vehicle, 
trailer, or semi-trailer over any highways ( as that word is ' 
defined in this act) of this State, for the transportation of 
passengers for compensation, or as a contract carrier by 
motor vehicle of passengers; which operates, or which should. 
operate, under a permit issued by the State Corporation' 
Commission as provided by· law, or as a contract car-
13,x, rier by *motor vehicle of passengers, which operates, or 
which should operate,- under a permit issued by the 
Interst~te Commerce Commission as provided by law, but not 
as a common carrier by motor ·vehicle of passenger.q or re-
stricted common carrier by -motor vehicle of passengers, which-
operates, or· which shoitld operate, 1.lrnder a certificate issued 
by the State Corporation Co1nmis-.~ion as provided by law, 
nor as a common carrier by motor vehicle of passengers, 
which operates, or which should ope·rate, under a certifica.te 
issited by the Interstate Commerce Commission as- provided, 
by lOJW, without first having paid to the director the fee pre-
scribed by this subsection shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
· and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of not 
less than fifty ($50.00) dollars nor· more- than five hundred 
( $500.00) dollars, or by imprisonment in jail for a period not 
to exceed six months or by both. such fine and imprisonment. 
"(g·-1) The fees required by sub-section (g) of this sec;. 
tion to be paid for certificates of registration, license plates 
and the operation of motor vehicles used for rent or hire 
shall not be required for the op~ration of any motor vehicle 
with a normal seating capacity of not more than six adult 
persons while used not for profit in transporting person~ 
who as a common undertaking' bear or agree to bear all or a 
part of the actual costs of such operation; and for the pur.;. 
pose of sub-section (b) of this section every such motor ve-
hicle shall be treated as a private, motor vehicle for which 
the fee for the annual certificate of registration and· license· 
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plates shall be forty cents per hundred pounds of weight, or 
major fraction thereof. · 
"(h) One-half of the annual license fee herein required 
except as herein otherwise provided, to be paid by the owner 
of a motor vehicle, trailer, or semi-trailer, shall be collected 
whenever such license is issued during the period beginning 
on the first day of October in any year, and ending on the 
fifteenth day of January in the same license year, and one-
third of such fee shall be collected whenever such license is 
, issued after the fifteenth day of January in the same license 
year. 
"(i) These fees shall be paid to the director who shall is-
sue certificates of registration and license and number plates, 
as provided for in this ·act. 
'' (j) Incorporated towns and cities may levy and assess 
taxes and charge license fees and taxes upon vehicles, .as 
heretofore, except license fees and taxes upon motor vehicles 
used by a dealer or manufacturer for sales purposes, such 
. license fees and taxes to be charged, imposed and as-
14* sessed in such manner, on such basis, *and for each 
period, as the proper authorities of such incorporated 
towns and cities may determine, and subject to proration for 
fractional periods in the same manner as prescribed in sub-
section (h) hereof. 
''Provided, however, that no incorporated town or city may 
levy and ttssess taxes and charge license fees and taxes upon 
any motor vehicle on which similar taxes and/or fees are 
charged or assessed by the incorpomted town or city of whicl1 
the owner of such vehicle is a resident;· nor may more than 
one incorporated town .or city exact such license fee or tax 
on the same vehicle; and provided further that, on and after 
April first, nineteen hundred and thirty-five, no city or in-
corporated town shall levy a license tax on motor vehicles 
greater than the amount of the license tax assessed by the 
State on motor vehicles of like class. 
'' (k) Any officer authorized to enforce the motor vehicle 
laws, having· reason to believe that the cargo transported on 
a motor vehicle, trailer, or semi-trailer exceeds that for which 
such vehicle or co·mbination of vehicles is licensed, is author-
ized to weigh the same either by means of loadmeters or 
scales. 
"(m) On all vehicles registered under subsections (f) and 
(g) of this section, the owner thereof shall cause to be printed 
or painted on such vehicle in letters not less than two inches 
in heig·ht the name of such owner, and the city, town, or 
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county in which such owner has located his principal place 
of business. · 
"(n) Any owner of a motor vehicle, trailer, or semi-trailer 
who shall purchase articles, merchandise, commodities or 
things at which at one point or points and transport them 
in said motor vehicle, traile1·, or semi-trailer to another point 
or points for sale at the latter point or points, in the sale 
price of which is reflected a charge for the transportation of 
such articles, merchandise, eommodities or thing·s, or who 
shall permit any such vehicle to be so used by another, shall 
be deemed to be operating such vehicle for· hire; provided, 
however, this provision shall not apply to merchants main-
taining- a regular place of business and delivering by motor 
vehicle, trailer, or semi-trailer, articles, merchandise, com-
modities and things sold by them, for which no transporta-
tion charge directly or indirectly is made. · 
Nothing in this section shall be qon.strued so as to apply 
to a common carrier by motor vehicle of passengers 
15* •or property nor to a re~tricted comrnon carrier ~y mo-
tor vehicle of passengers or property holding a certifi-
cate issued by the State Corporation Commission, as to a 
common carrier by motor vehicle of passenge.rs or property 
holding a certificate issued by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, while engaged in the business o.f a common carrier 
by motor vehicle of passengers or property, such carriers 
being other-wise taxed by law.'' (Italics supplied.) 
From the wording of Section 35 of the Motor Vehicle Code, 
above quoted (and as it stood for the year 1942), it is obvious 
that the license tax· thereby authorized both to the Common-
wealth and to its political subdivisions was not to apply to 
motor vehicles operated by. common carriers, tbey being ex-
pressly excepted by the terms of the statute itself. This ex-
ception is clearly set forth not only in subsections (f) and 
(g), under which the Commonwealth imposes license tax on 
contract carriers of both property and passengers, but in 
the last paragraph of subsection (n) all question is removed 
as to the application of Section 35 (including subsection (j), 
which empowers cities and towns to levy license tax) or any 
of its provisions to vehicles operated by common carriers, 
for to quote again from this paragraph, it is said "Nothing 
in this Section shall be construed as to apply to common car-
riers by motor ve11icle of passengers or property • * • while 
eng·aged in the business of a common carrier • • • sitch car-
1rier8 beinq otherwise taxed b:lJ law". 
There being· only one other statute whereby either the 
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Commonwealth or its political subdivisions are authorized , 
to apply a license tax or any other special road tax to motor 
vehicles; .namely, Chapter 360 of the Acts of 1932, now 
16* usually referred to *as Chapter 360 of the Virginia 
Motor Carrier Act, the General Assembly undoubtedly 
ref erred to this Act, when in .Section 35 of the Motor Ve-
hicle -Code this language was used ''Nothing in this Section 
shall be construed so as to apply to a common carrier * * • 
sitch carriers being otherwise taxed by law''. 
Chapter 360 of the Acts of 1932 appears to have been en-
acted for the sole and only purpose of providng the ·Com-
monwealth and its political usbdivisions with a method of 
taxing vehicles operated by common carriers as distinguished 
from privately operated vehicles and those operated by con-
tract carriers taxed under the_ provisions of Section 35· of the 
Motor Vehicle Code. It is submitted that a comparison of 
the two statutes r~veals no ambiguity relative ·to the inten-
tion of the Legislature insofar as either the Commonwealth 
or its political subdivisions are concerned to tax vehicles op-
erated by common carriers solely under the provisions of 
Chapter 360 and all other motor vehicles subject to tax in 
this State under the provisions contained in the Motor Ve-
hicle Code. · 
Subsection ( d), Section 1, of Chapter 360, through its 
definition of the term '' motor vehicl~ carrier'' defines those 
to whom the statute is applicable. 
Section 2 directs compliance with the statute. 
Section 6 imposes both a State license tax and a 2% gross 
receipts road tax on common carriers. Subsections ( f) and 
(g) deal specifically with common carriers of property op-
erating exclusively in intrastate commerce or partly in intra-
state commerce and partly in interstate commerce. 
17'"' · «<Section 11 confers upon cities and towns the right 
to impose a use or mileage tax upon this class of car~ 
riers. 
Subsections ( d) of Section 1, Section 2, Subsections (f) 
and (g) of Section 6, arid Section 11 of Chapter 360 of the 
Acts of the General Assembly of 1932, as amended, effective 
for the year 1942, read as f ollQwE' : 
"Section 1 (Michie's Code 1936, Section 4097y (14) (d)). 
The term 'motor vehicle carrier' means every corporation 
or person, their lessees, trustees, or 'receivers, owging, con-
trolling, operating or managing any motor vehicle used for 
the transportation of passengers or property for hire as a 
common carrier over any public highwav and/or between 
any incorporated communities in this State; provided, how-
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ever, that the term 'motor vehicle carrier' shall not include 
motor vehicles engaged exclusively in transporting persons 
or property solely within the limits of any city or town in 
this State, nor to any person, firm or corporation operating 
taxicabs or passenger motor vehicles equipped with taxi-
meters or to taxicabs or passeng·er motor vehicles without 
taximeters operated at a flat rate whose business originates 
wholly within the corporate limits of any city ·or town in 
this State, but who may occasionally operate beyond said 
limits; provided, further that the term 'motor vehicle car-
rier' shall not include public passenger vehicles offered for 
hire and not conforming to the definition of a taxicab, and/or 
property carrying vehicles offered for hire whose business 
originates wholly within the corporate limits of any city or 
town in this State and which are occasionally operated be-
yond said limits. 
"Section 2. ( Michie 's Code 1936, Section 4097y ( 15.) Car-
riers to comply with this act.-Every motor. vehicle carrier, 
as herein defined, shall comply with the provisions of this act 
by obtaining the registration plates or markers and paying 
the taxes, license fees and charg·es herein prescribed. 
"Section 6. (Michie's .Code 1936, Section 4097y (19) (f) ). 
Motor vehicle carriers of property operating exclusively in 
intrastate commerce or partly in intrastate commerce and 
partly in interstate commerce in this State shall pay to· the 
director, on or before the first day of Apr~l of each year, a 
license tax of seventy (70) cents per one hundred pounds 
of' the weight. of the chassis plus the manufacturer's rated 
carrying capacity of each vehicle operated by such carriers 
in such service, provided, however, that *license plates 
18* issued to such motor vehicle carrier by the director upon 
the payment of the license tax herein provided for may, 
in cases of bona fide emergency, be used for the operation of 
reserve or substitute vehicles included in the equipment re-
ported to the commission as required in chapter three hun-
dred fifty-nine of the Acts of Assembly of nineteen hun-
dred thirty-two; but such use of said license plates shall not 
he permitted for the operation of any such substitute or re-
serve vehicle by any other than the motor vehicle carrier to 
whom such license plates were issued or transferred by the 
director, nor upon any other vehicle than such as may be 
titled by the division in the name of such motor vehicle car-
rier, and for which insurance policy or bond has been filed 
wit11 the commission as required by chapter three hundred 
~ftv-nine of the Acts of Assembly of nineteen hundred thirty-
two. Any motor vehicle carrier violating this provision shall, 
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upon Qonviction thereof, be fined not less than fifty dollars 
nor more than five hundred dollars. 
"(g) Motor vehicle carriers of property operating either 
exclusively in intrastate commerce or partly in intrastate com-
merce and partly in interstate commerce in this State shall 
pay quarterly to the State Treasurer, on or before the fif-
teenth day of April, July, October, and January of e~ch year, 
in addition to the license taxes specified in subsection (f), a 
road tax, which shall be computed at the rate of two per 
centum of the total gross transportation receipt of .such car-
riers arising out of intrastate operatio~s in Virginia for the 
quart~r next preceding· the quarter year in which the tax is 
due and payable. This tax, which is imposed as a specific 
charge for the use of the roads by such motor vehicle prop-
erty carrier$, shall together with the license tax provided 
for in subsection (f), be in lieu of all other taxes whatsoever 
to be laid by the States against such carriers for the use of 
the highways and their operation thereon, except as other-· 
wise provided in this act. 
"Section 11. (Michie's Code 1936, Section 4097y (24) ). 
Charges of cities and towns.-Nothing in this act shall be 
construed to preclude any city or town through which any 
motor vehicle carrier operates from imposing a reasonable 
charge on such motor vehicle carrier for the use of th_e streets, 
roads, or routes, including bridges, other than toll bridges, 
maintained by such cities or towns'; provided, however, that 
such charge for motor vehicle carriers shall not exceed one-
fifth cent per mile for each mile operated within such city 
or town by any vehicle weighing· five thousand pounds or less ; 
two-fifths cent per mile for each mile so operated by any 
vehicle weighing· more than five thousand pounds and less 
than fifteen thousand pounds; and three-fifths cent per mile 
for each mile so operated by any vebicle weighing more than 
fifteen thousand pounds.'' 
19* *MUNICIPALITIES UNDER STAT1E LAW PR1n-
CLUDED FROM IMPOSING LICENSE 
TAX ON COMMON C.ARR.IERS . 
. It, therefore, follows that sin co the City of Richmond,, in 
imposing a license or other special road tax· upon motor ve-
hicles, must do so in accordance with the State statutes gov-
erning the subject, and since such State laws consist only 
of two statutes, namely, -the Motor Vehicle Code, which is 
Chapter 342 of the Acts of the ·General Assembly of 1932, 
as amended, and Chapter 360 of the Virginia. Motor Carrier 
Act, being· Chapter 360 of the Acts of 1932, as amended; one 
Richmond-Petersburg· Frt. Lines v. City of Richmond 17 
of which, the Motor Vehicle Code, expressly, by its own 
terms, does not apply to common carriers, the City is limited 
to the power conferred upon it by Chapter 360, and since 
the only power to tax given the State municipalities by Chap-
ter 360 is contained in Section 11 thereof, which does not 
contemplate a license tax at all, it· is submitted that the 
municipalities of the State in 1942 were precluded from im-
posing· a licen·se tax upon vehicles operated by common car-
riers, and were confined to the mileage tax provided them 
under Section 11 of Chapter 360. 
Therefore, it is further submitted that no duty rested upon 
the Richmond-Petersburg Freig·ht Lines Inc., to pay a li-
cense tax on the vehicles in question to the City of Richmond 
and that,' therefore, the judgment of the lower Court convict-
. ing the Company for failure to do so was in error. 
WHERE DOUBT EXISTS IT SHOULD BE RESOLVED 
IN FAVOR. OF TAXPAYER. 
The distinguished judge of the lower court (Record, page 
14), in his opinion, stated "It is a close case, I will admit 
that, but I think the Legislature will have to be a little 
20* more •specific. than it has been * * *· • '' It is submitted 
that the case presented by this prosecution, even as it. 
was viewed by the lower court, should have been dismissed 
for two reasons : First, it is a criminal prosecution and the 
g·uilt of the defendant should have been proven beyond all 
reasonable doubt; and, second, considering it as purely a tax 
case, the law where doubtful should have .been construed in 
favor of the taxpayer. This court has said many times, as 
stated in the case of Cmnmonwealth v. Virginia Electric <fJ · 
Power Oo·nipany, 159 Virginia, page 655, at pag·e 665: 
''Laws impotdng a license or tax are strictly construed, 
and whenever there is doubt as to the meaning or scope of 
such laws, they are construed more strongly against the gov-
ernment in favor of the citizen.'' 
PRINCIPLE I~-r:vOINED FAR-REACHING. 
It is true that the amount of fine imposed in this case is 
small, yet the principle involved is, of great and f ai'-reaching 
hnportance. Should the contention of the City of Richmond 
be upheld, it might r~sult in all vehicles operated by com: 
mon carriers into and through Virginia being made subject 
to a license tf}x by some one of the State's municipalities. 
equal to the license tax imposed by the Commonwealth it-
self upon vehicles of like cap~city. It is hard to conceive of 
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the General Assembly of Virginia intending or even ever 
having reached the point of considering the creation of such 
an extraordinary situation. 
LEGISLATIVE INTENT FURTHER DEMONSTRATED 
IN RECENT AMENDMENTS TO STATUTES. 
21"" ~while it is submitted that the instant case is gov-
erned by the law as it existed in 1942, yet the two 
statutes referred to above, as they stand today, as amended 
by the Acts of the General Assembly of 1942, further demon-
strate the legislative intent. The General Assembly of Vir-
ginia of 1942, by Chapter 377 of the Acts thereof, effective, 
insofar as license and other taxes are concerned, January 
1, 1943, to a great extent consolidated the provisions con-
cerning taxation formerly contained in the Motor Vehicle 
Code and Chapter. 360 of the Motor Carrier Act. Under the 
law as now effective, both common and contract carriers are 
assessed the 2% g-ross receipts tax and a license tax arrived 
at on the same basis under SectionR 35, 35 ( c), 35 ( d), 35 ( e), 
and Section 36 of the Motor Vehicle Code. However, Sec-
tion 35 ( e) of Chapter 377 of the Acts of 1942, which now 
governs the imposition of license fees on motor vehicles by 
cities and towns, specifically exempts from the operation 
thereof '' vehicles used by common carriers of persons or 
property operating between cities and towns and not in intra-
city transportation". Section 3~ ( e) of Chapter 377 of the 
Acts of the General Assembly of 1942 (see page 587, Acts 
of 1942 reads as follows: 
'' Section .35-e. Taxes and license fees imposed by cities 
and, towns.-Except as hereinafter otherwise provided, incor-
porated towns and cities may levy and assess taxes and 
charg·e license fees and taxes upon vehicles~ except license 
fees and taxes upon vehicles used by. a dealer or manu-
facturer for sales purposes, a'11d except vehicles used by co·m-
mon carriers of persons or properftt .operatinlJ between cities 
and towns and not in intracity transportation. Such license 
fees and taxes shall be charged, imposed and assessed 
22* in such manner, on such basis, and *for such periods, 
as the proper authorities of such incorporated towns 
and cities may determine, and subject to proration for frac-
tional periods of years in the same manner as prescribed in 
section thirty-five-b, but the amount ·of the lciense fees and 
taxes imposed by any city or town on any class .of vehicles 
· shall not be greater than the amount of licerise tax imposed 
by the State on vehicles of like class. 
''No city or town shall impose any taxes or license fees 
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upon any vehicle on which similar taxes or fees are imposed 
by the city or town of which the owner of such vehicle is a 
resident; nor shall more than one city or town impose any 
such license fee or tax on the same vehicle. Nor shall any 
city or town impose taxes or license fees upon any vehicle 
belonging to any person who is not a resident of such city 
or town, when used exclusively for pleasure or personal 
transportation and not for hire, or for transporting into and 
within such city or town, for sale in person or by his em-
ployees of wood, meats, poultry, fruits, flowers, vegetables, 
milk, butter, cream or eggs produced or grown by him, and 
not purchased by him for sale, or for both such purposes, 
provided, that such vehicle is not used in said city or town 
in the conduct of any business or occupation other than those 
herein set out.,., (Italics supplied.) · · 
PRAYER. 
Your petitioner, therefore, for the reasons set forth, prays 
that a writ of error and supersedeas may be awarded it, in 
order that the' said judgment, for the causes of error afore- ~ . 
said, before you may be caused to come, that the whole mat-
ter in the said judgment contained may be reheard and that 
the said judgment may be reversed and annulled. 
ORAL HEARING REQUESTED ON PETITION. 
Counsel for the plaintiff in error desires to state 
23* *orally the reasons for reviewing the decision com-
plained of and respectfully requests that an opportunity 
be afforded therefor. 
STATEMENT REQUIRED BY RULE 9. 
Counsel for the plaintiff in error states that a copy of this 
petition was on the 22 day of January, 1943, mailed to op-
posing counsel .in the trial court, and that this petition was 
filed on the 22 day of .January, 1943, with the Clerk of this 
Court at Richmond, and, further, that should a writ of error 
be awarded, this petition is adopted as the opening brief on 
, behalf of the plaintiff in error. 
Respectfully submitted, 
RICHMOND-PETERSBURG FREIGHT 
· LINES, INC. 
By S. W. SHELTON, Attorney. 
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Richmond, Virginia, 
I, S. W. Shelton, an attorney practicing in the Supreme 
Court of Appeals. of Virginia, do hereby certify that in my 
opinion there is error in the judgment entered on the 16th 
day of November, 1942, in the Hustings Court of the City 
of Richmond, in favor of the City of Richmond against Rich-
mond-Petersburg F'reight Lines, Inc., as set forth in the fore-
going petition, for which the same should be reviewed by 
the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
S. W. SHELTON. 
Received January 22, 1943. 
M. B. WATTS, Clerk. 
Rec'd 2-4-43. 
Writ of error granted and s·upersedeas awarded. Bond 
$300.00. 
GEORGE L. BROWNING. 
3-15~43. 
Received March 16, 1943. 
M. B. W. 
RECORD 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
To any Police Officer 
Summon Richmond Petersburg Freight Lines, a Corpora-
tion 512 West Broad St. 
To appear before me or some other Justice of the Peace of 
said City, at the Police J·ustice's Court Part 1, on the July· 
17, 1942, at the hour 9 :30 o'clock A. M., to show cause if any 
it can why a fine should not be imposed on it for violation of 
Ordinance of said .City, 
In that on the 22d day of May, 1942, it did operate upon 
Richmond-Petersburg Frt. Lines v. City of Richmond ~1 
the streets of the City of Richmond two motor trucks bear-
ing State licenses X86 and X90 without having · procured 
proper City licenses therefor as required by Chap. 10 of the 
Richmond City Code of 1937. 
A.nd be you then there to certify what you have done in the 
execution thereof. 
Given under my hand and seal in said City this July 10, 
1942. 
, City of Richmond 
v. 
C. E. JEWETT, 
Police Justice. 
Richmond Petersburg Freight Lines, 512 West Broad St. 
SUMMON 
Executed . 7 /~ 7 /42. 
Served by. Officers: 
L. P. Waldrop 
7/14/42 
In Police Justice's Court City of Richmond. 
I, C. E. Jewett, Police Justice of tl1e said city, do certify 
that upon a hearing of the charge as within set forth against 
the said Richmond Petersburg Freig·ht Lines I adjudge the 
said Richmond Petersburg Freight Lines g11ilty of the vio-
lation of said ordinance, and imposed upon it a fine of $25.00 
and cost $1.60 for each case, and give judgment accordingly, 
and the said Richmond Petersburg Freight Lines having 
prayed an appeal from my said judgment, and having ten-
dered as surety .......................... who thereupon 
undertook as such surety for the payment of said :fine and 
all costs and damages in case the same shall be affirmed, an 
appeal from my said judgment is granted the said Richmond 
Petersburg Freight Lines to the next term of the Hustings 
Court. 
Given under my hand this 30th· day of October, 1942. 
C. E. JEWETT, 
Police Justice. 
~ Supreme Court of Appeals- of Virginia 
page 2 f COM-M.0iNWEALTH QF VIRGINIA: 
In. the Hustings 8ourt of the Qity of Richmond. 
Pleas at the Courthouse of the City of Richmond, before 
the Hustings Qourt of the City of Richmond:, on the 16th 
day of November, 1942. 
Be it remembered, that heretofore, to-wit: At· a Hust.fogs 
Court held for the· said City at the Courthouse on the 16th 
day November, 1942, the following order was entered: 
City of Richmond 
v. 
Richmond, Petersburg ]freight Lines, Inc., Dft. 
APPEAL. 
· The said defendant this day appeared and being arraigned 
pleaded not guilty of unlawfully operating two motor trucks 
in the Ctiy of Richmond without city licenses for same, as 
charged in the summons. And with the consent of the said 
defendant and the concurrence of the Court and the Attorney 
for the City of Richmond, the Court proceeded to hear a~d 
determine this case without a jury, and having~ heard the evi-
dence and arguments of counsel, doth find the said def end-
ant guilty as charged and assess its fine at fifteen dollars. 
Whereupon 1t is considerd by the Court that the Rich-
mond, Petersburg Freight Lines, Inc., pay and satisfy a fine 
· of fifteen dollars and costs. And thereupon the said def end-
ant, by counsel, moved the Court- to set the said judgment 
aside as contrary to the law and the evidence, which motion 
the· Court doth overrule and the defendant excepts, and time 
is allowed it,'not to exceed sixty days from this day in which 
to, file its Bills. of Exceptions. And thereupon on the defend-
ant's motion the Court doth suspend' the execution of. said 
judgment until the 2nd day of February, 1942, in order that 
. the said" defendant may apply to the Supreme Court of Ap-
peaJls of Virginia for a writ of error and .mpersedeas. 
page 3 ~ And at another day, to-wit: At the same Hust-
. ings Court held in the Courthouse in the City Hall, 
on the 16th day of December, 1942, the following order was 
entered, to-wit: 
City of Richmond. 
v .. 
Richmond~ Petersburg Freight Lines, Inc., Dft. 
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APPEAL. 
The transcript of the evidence adduced, the objections to 
evidence, and other incidents of the trial, was this day signed 
and sealed by the Court and delivered to the Clerk of this 
Court, and is hereby made a part of the record in this cause. 
The transcript of the evidence referred to above, the ob-
jections to evide1ice, and other incidents of the trial, is as 
follO'\VS : . • 
page 4 ~ Virginia: 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
City of Richmond 
v. 
Richmond-Petersburg· Ji,reight Lines, a corporation. 
Testimony and other incidents of the trial of the above 
entitled cause before Hon. J. L. IngTam, Judge, a Jury hav-
ing· been waived, at Richmond, Virginia, on November 16, 
1942. 
Appearances: Henry R. Miller, Jr., Esq., Counsel for the 
plaintiff. S. W. Shelton, Esq., Counsel for defendant. 
page 5 ~ Mr. Miller : If your Honor pleases, I .move the 
amendment of the summons so as to have it provide 
that the Richmond-Petersburg }i,reig·ht Line, a corporation, 
be required to appear before the Police Justice Court, Part 
One, on ·July 17, 1942, at the hour of 9 :30 A. M., to show 
cause, if any it can, why a fine shou1d not be imposed on it 
for violation of the city ordinance of the City of Richmond 
in that the said Richmond-Petersburg Freight Line did, on 
the 22d day of May, 1942, operate upon streets of the City 
of Richmond two automobiles, bearing state licenses X 86 and 
X 90 without having procured proper city licenses therefor 
as required by :Chapter 10 of the Richmond City Code, 1937, · 
and that is agreeable to counsel for the defendant. 
Mr. Shelton: Might I suggest instead of using the word 
"automobiles'' that you use the words "motor trucks". 
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1'V. J. McGhee. 
Mr. Miller: All right. 
The Court: The clef endant is a corporation? 
Mr. Shelton: Yes, sir. 
The Court: What is the name of iU 
Mr. Shelton: Richmond-Petersburg Freight Lines. 
The Court: And the corporation pleads not guilty T 
Mr . .Shelton: Not guilty, yes, sir. 
The -Court: And you waive a jury? 
Mr. Shelton: Yes, sir. 
Mr. Miller : I tender to the Court a volume of the Rich-
mond .City Code of 1937 as amended to July 1, 1938, compiled 
by the City Attorney under . an ordinance, which code em-
braces Chapter 10, being the :City License Code, and ask that 
that be received. as if it had been proved in evidence under 
the applicable statutes of the State, with the right on the · 
part of either party to quote into the record any portion of 
the Code that might be applicable. Is that agreeable to you, 
Mr. Shelton? 
:M:r. Shelton : Yes. 
W. J. McGHEE, 
being first duly sworn, testified on behalf of the complainant 
as follows: 
page 6 ~ Examined by Mr. Miller: 
Q. Mr. McGhee, please state your full name. 
A. Wayland Jarvis McGhee. 
Q. Where are you employed? 
A. By the Richmond-Petersburg Freight Lines. 
Q. In Richmond? 
A. 518 West Broad, Richmond, yes, sir. 
Q. How long have you been so employed¥ 
A. Ten years. . 
Q. What is your capacity there? 
A. Vice-President and General Manager. 
Q. How long have you been in that office? 
A~ Ten years. , 
Q. Was your company engaged in tl1e business in Rich-
mond of operating trucks for the hauling of freight? 
A. To and from Petersburg, Virginia. 
Q. It carries freight from Richmond to Petersburg and 
from Petersburg to Richmond? 
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A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Does it deliver that freight to its customers in Rich-
mond? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long has it been so engaged? 
A. The present owners have had it ten years but the line 
has been in operation, I believe, since 1925. 
Q. The line is a corporation, is it not? 
A. Yes, sir. 
· Q. Does the company own two trucks bearing State license 
tag·s for 1942 designated as X 86 and X 90, respectively? 
A. It does, yes, sir. · 
Q. Were those two trucks operated on the streets of the 
City of Richmond on the 22nd of May, 19421 
A. They were, yes, sir. 
Q. Will you please tell the Court just what they did on 
that day with respect to the places of travel Y 
A. They picked up freight destined to Peters-
page 7 ~ burg_ and possibly points between Richmond and Pe-
tersburg. 
Q. Did they go to more than one place in Richmond to pick 
up that frefa·ht? 
A. T would say they did, yes, sir. 
Q. What is tl1e capacity and tonnage of each of thpse 
trucks? 
A. A ton and a half. 
Q. Each is a ton and a half? 
A. Yes. 
Q. One is a Chevrolet, I believe, and the other is an In-
ternational? 
A. "Phat is rig·ht. 
Q. Have you any city license for 1.942 for either of those 
trucks? 
A. No, sfr. , 
Q. You have not paid any city license tax for the privilege 
of operating either of those trucks on the streets of the City 
of Richmond in 1942? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. What is the character of the place of business at 518 
West Broad? 
A. We have a freight terminal there, office, and so forth. 
Q. Describe it, as well as you can, as to its size and ca-
pacitv there and the general nature of it? 
A. ·We have a large lot there and the store is about 50 feet 
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W. J. McGhee. 
frontage. The lot runs back, I imagine, 140 feet and about 
85 feet of it that" we use for trucks and storage, and so 
forth. 
Q. You mean storage of freight? 
A. And the trucks. 
Q .. · How many clerks and employees do you have there? 
A. We have one office man and myself and the drivers. 
Q. Have you had such a place of business for a number of 
vears in the City of Richmond Y 
.. A. Ten years, yes, sir. , 
Q. Do these trucks pick up freight from various places . 
in Richmond and bring· it to that loading platform? 
A. At times they do. Most of the time we pick it up and we 
do not handle it again; it is dispatched to destina-
pag·e 8 ~ tion. If the truck is loaded we send it on without 
rehandling. 
Q. Are these trucks used for any other ·purpose than for 
the purposes described by you t 
A. No, sir. 
OR.OBS EXAMINATION .. 
By. Mr. Shelton : 
Q. Mr. McGhee, does your company operate as a common 
carrier of property intrastate in Virginia? 
A. Yes, sir, intrastate and interstate. 
Q. Does it operate as a common carrier of property in Vir-
ginia under a certificate of convenience and necessity? 
Mr. Miller: May I ask counsel whether he is limiting the 
question to these two trucks or whether he is inquiring about 
the operating of trucks other than the two named in the sum-
mons? . 
Mr. Shelton: No. My idea, if your Honor please, was to 
establish the nature of business in which these particular 
trucks were engaged. 
The Court : Just these two. 
Mr. Shelton : Yes, sir. 
Q. (Continuing) Issued by the State Corporation Com-
mission of Virginia Y 
A. Yes, sir, it does. 
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Q. Will you please tell the Court the date and the number 
of this certificate 1 
A. No. 247 C. The present certificate was issued December 
3, 1931. This is when the line was incorporated. 
Q. Arc the two trucks designated in this case operated 
between the cities of Richmond and Petersburg pursuant to 
the authority of that certificate? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What is the approximate distance between these two 
cities? 
A. According to our records before the annexation it was 
18.9. I don't know exactly what the city has taken in and I 
don't have any information as to what it is now. 
page 9 ~ Q. That is the extent of the operation outside of 
the corporate limits. of either city? 
A. That is right, yes, sir. I think the city has taken in 
approximately 2 miles. I am not sure about that. 
Q. Are the two trucks desig·nated in this case used in con-
nection with interstate commerce? 
A. They are, yes, sir. 
Q. In the movement of interstate commerce under what 
authority are those trucks operated by your company? 
A. Under authority of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
s10n. 
Q. Do you hold a certificate of convenience and necessity 
from the Interstate Commerce Commission? 
A. "'\i\Te do, yes, sir. 
Q. Will you g·ive the date and number of tllat certificate, 
please? 
A. The number is MO 34538, November 13, 1940. 
Q. How often are these two trucks operated between the 
cities of Richmond and Petersburg-, approxmately? 
A. Approximately one round trip a day. 
Q. Six days or seven days a week Y 
A. Six days -a week. 
Q. In addition to the license plate tax paid to the State of 
Virginia, does your company pay a gross receipts tax? 
A. vVe do, yes-two per cent of gross receipts. 
Q. Are the earnings from these two particular trucks in-
volved in that payment of tax? 
A. They are. 
Q. Included in that? 
A. Tl1ey are. 
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Q. Are these two trucks, Mr. MeGliee, used for any pur-
pose other than in connection with the common carrier busi-
ness of your company? 
A. They are not, no, sir. 
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION .. 
By Mr. Miller : 
Q. Mr. McGhee, will you please explain the. character of 
connection these trucks have with interstate com-
page 10 ~ merce? 
A. We interchange, I should say, with common 
carriers in interstate commerce. Quite a few carriers do not 
have rights to Petersburg. Vl e handle their traffic to and 
from Petersburg and bring it to Richmond. · 
Q. If I called you to come by my house and get a shipment 
of merchandise to go to Petersburg, would you come by and· 
pick it up? · 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you ever do that type of business? 
A. "Y"es, sir. . 
Q. You do an intrastate as well as interstate business? 
A. 1:es, sir. · 
Q. Do you do an appreciable amount of intrastate busi~ 
nessY 
A. Oh, yes, sir. 
0. Quite a volume of that? 
A. ·About sixty-five, I imagine. That is roughly speaking. 
Q. Which is the larger, the interstate or intrastate? Which 
represents the sixty-five per cent? 
A. X meant that the intrastate-it is kind of hard to say 
because the interstate is running very heavy indeed. 
0. What did you mean Y 
A. I will say sixty-five intrastate. That is the last time 
I checked it but the interstate is running pretty heavy now. 
R~-CROSS EXAMINATION. 
Bv Mr. Shelton: 
··Q. Mr. McGhee, as I understand your answer, your inter-
state business is in the nature of an interchange with other 
common carrier freig·ht lines? 
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A. That is rig·ht. 
Q. ·which bring the freight into Virginia to Richmond or 
to Petersburg from some point out of Virginia t 
A. That is right. 
Q. You take it there and complete the delivery to either 
Richmond or Petersburg, us the case may be? 
A. That is right. We also originate a lot of in-
page 11 ~ terstate shipments, origfoatcd at Petersburg and 
destined to out-of-state places. 
Q. Is there any additional question you would like to tes-
tify to, Mr. McGbee T 
.;.\.. I don't know of any. 
Mr. Miller: That is the evidence for the city. 
J. R. B.&USERMAN, 
being :first duly sworn, testified on behalf of the defendant 
as follows: 
Examined by Mr. Shelton: 
Q. Mr. Bauserman, you a.re in the employ of the Common-
wealth of Virginia, arc you noU 
A. That is right. 
Q. In what capacity are you employed by the State, Mr. 
Bauserman? 
A. I have charge of the Public Carrier Department in the 
1\fotor Vehicle Division. 
Q. Do you have direct control over the issuance of State 
X tags! 
A. I do. 
Q. To what class of carriers, Mr. Bauserman, is an X tag 
issued? 
A. An X tag is issued for intrastate common carriers.-
Q. Is that type of tag issued. to any other class of carriers 
tnan common carriers Y • 
A. No, they are issued only to intrastate common carriers 
of commodities. 
Q. What class of tag do you issue to an interstate common 
carrier of commodities? 
A. IX. 
Q. Does the State allow an intrastate carrier holding· an X 
tag to handle au interchange of interstate goods Y 
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Mr. Miller: I object, if your Honor please, to the witness 
construing the law to that extent. 1 have refrained from ob-
jecting to the character of certificate issued, but unless he is 
attempting to show the policy of the State in con-
page 12 ~ struing an ambiguous law, or something of that 
sort, I don't think the witness ought to testify 
what is the State's construction of the law. 
Mr. Shelton: I understand that this classification of tag·s 
a~ between IX, X or Tis not set by statute. The statute gives 
the Motor Vehicle Commissioner the rig·ht and empowers him 
to issue properly designated tags, leaving it discretionary 
with the Commissioner as to the different classifications he 
may .adopt for the sake of convenience so as to designate 
the different classes of carriers. Mr. Bauserman has testi-
fied here that the issuance of all State for-hire tags is di-
rectly under his control. What I was seeking to get into the 
record was the classification which they, as .a matter of policy, 
under their power of discretion, have adopted. The statute 
is silent as to any particular tag going· to any particular 
~arrier. It merely says that the Commissioner shall issue 
properly designated tags. · 
Mr. Miller: I have no objection of course to this witness 
testifying what tag was issued this defendant but I don't 
think we ought to open up the question. 
The Court: What he wants to say, as I gather from Mr. 
Shelton, is that as long· as the business was sixty-five per cent 
intrastate he issues an X card but the policy of the Motor 
Vehicle Department is that if an X card has been issued for 
sixty-fiv~ per cent they will allow him to handle interstate 
up to thirty-five per cent. 
Mr. Miller: If that is a general rule. 
The Court: That is what he is asking him, about this gen-
eral rule in the Department. 
Mr. Miller: I withdraw the objection. 
The Court: Is that right? 
Mr. Shelton: Yes, sir. 
A. After the intrastate rights liave been g-ranted an intra-
state carrJer, which designates. the route and territory in 
which he operates, that carrier can haul interstate freight 
along· with the intrastate into that territorv over the route 
designated by his certificate. "' 
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Q. In other words, if the truck itself is engaged 
in interstate traffic it would have to have an IX tag? 
A. If it were. 
Q. If the truck itself went out of the state he would have 
to have an IX tag? 
A. Yes. If it handled only interstate commerce, then it 
would be an IX operation. If it went from an intrastate op-
eration into an interstate opertttion-for instance, a line 
started in Richmond and had intrastate rights between Rich-
mond and the District-Virgfoia line and then continued on 
into an interstate operation, he would be issued an IX license 
but would be allowed to do both the local hauling up to the 
line and continue on as an interstate movement. 
CROSS EXAl\HNATION. 
By Mr. Miller: . 
Q. Mr. McGhee testified, I think, that a certain amount of 
freight carried on these trucks was originated as interstate 
·shipments.· Is that permissible under the X tag? 
·A. Yes, sir, as long as he doesn't g·o off of his route to pick 
it up. In other words, the interstate freight that has been 
brought to his terminal can be handled under his intrastate 
franchise. 
Q. You don't have any provision of the statute about that? 
It is an interpretation of the broad powers of the Depart-
ment, is it not 1 
A. No, Mr. Miller, under an intrastate certificate-for in-
stance Richmond-Petersburg intrastate certificate limits his 
operations strictly between Petersburg and R.ichmond. He 
can't send that truck off of that route with those X tags on 
it but his terminal being in Richmond would be one end of 
his run with other interstate carriers and other local carriers 
coming- into Richmond, although they don't go over his route, 
and they can interchange freight with him. 
Q. I understand that but I m;1derstood from Mr. l\foGhee 
that he originated interstate shipments and I infer 
page 14 ~ from that that I could ask him to take a. shipment 
g·oing to Reidsville, North Carolina, starting it in 
R.ichmond and carry it to Petersburg and give it to an ii;i-
terstate carrier? 
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A. He could do that. 
Q. Under his X tagY 
A. Yes, as long· as he didn't carry that interstate shipment 
beyond his terminal .. 
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Shelton: · 
Q. Mr. Bauserman, he has that right partly by reason of 
the fact that he holds a certificate of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission¥ 
A. That is rig·ht. 
The Court: There is one question I would like to ask Mr. 
McGhee. 
W. J. McGHEE, 
recalled by the Court, further testified as· follows : 
Examined by the Court: 
Q. Do you have a Petersburg license? 
A. No, sir. 
Thereupon a matter was argued by counsel. 
The Court: I think this case is exactly like the Atlantic 
States Motor Lines. I felt in that case that the Legislature 
had not been as specific as it should have been. It is a close 
case; I will admit that, but I think the Legislature will have 
to be a little more specific than it has been and until it does 
I think the city is entitled to have one paid for as in the At-
lantic case. 
I impose a fine of $15 and suspend the execution of the 
judgment for sixty days. 
Mr. Shelton: I wish to except to the Court's ruling. 
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In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
City of Richmond 
v. 
Richmond-Petersburg Freight Lines, a corporation. 
CERTIFICATE· OF TRIAL .JUDGE. 
I, John L. Ingram, J udg·e of the Hustings Court of the 
City of the City of R,i~hmond, Virginia, who presided over the 
trial of the above entitled cause on November 16~ 1942, cer-
tify that the foreg·oing is a true and correct transcript of the 
evidence adduced, the objections to evidence, and other in-
cidents of the trial of the case of City of Richmond v. Rich-
mond-Petersburp; Freight Lines. 
I further certify that this certificate has been tendered to 
and signed by me within the time prescribed by Code Section 
6252 for tendering and signing bills of exception, and that 
reasonable notice in writing has been given to the attorney 
for the City of Richmond of the time and place at which said 
certificate has been tendered. 
Given under my hand this 15th day of December, 1942. 
,JOHN L. INGRAM, Judge. 
A copy, Teste: 
BLANCHE E. HARMAN, 
Acting ,Clerk. 
page 16 ~ Commonwealth of Virginia, 
· City of Richmond, to-wit: 
I, Blanche E. Harman, Acting Clerk of Hustings Court of 
City of Richmond, do hereby certify that" due and timely no-
, tfoe of application for a transcript of the record in this case 
was given by S. W. Shelton, Attorney for the Defendant, to 
Henry R. Miller, Jr., Attorney for the City of Richmond. 
I further certify that the above and foregoing is a true and 
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accurate transcript of all of, the proceedings of the trial. of 
the cause of City of Richmond v. Richmond-Petersburg 
Freight Lines, held in the Hustings Court of the City of Rich-
mond. 
Given under my hand on this the 19th day of December, 
1942. 
Clerk's fees $7 .50. 
BLANCHE E. HARMAN, 
Acting Clerk. 
A Copy-Teste: 
M. B. WATTS, C. C. 
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